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Marie T. Breslin
Director
FCC Relations

Bell Atlantic Network Services. Inc.
1133 Twentieth Street, N.W:
Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20036
202 392-6990

Mr. Richard Metzger
Deputy Chief - Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Mr. Metzger:

The information you requested on Direct Inward Dialing (DID) and
Remote Call Forwarding (RCF) costs falls into two categories, public and
proprietary data filed with the state commissions.

with respect to public
tariff, filed January 26,
portability. In conformance
8584-11, that co-carrier call
to be cost-based.

information, attached is the BA-Maryland
1996, for co-carrier interim number

with the Maryland PSC's Order in Case No.
forwarding opticn was explicitly designed

Also attached is a copy of BA-Maryland's Petition for
Reconsideration and Clarification of the Maryland Commission's Phase II
Order that explains the basis for BA-Maryland's proposed rate structure
for co-carrier call forwarding. As the Petition notes, the Maryland
Commission's order that co-carrier call forwarding be provided on a per
number basis is inconsistent with the way costs are actually incurred
in providing this service. Accordingly, SA-Maryland proposed an
alternative, usage based rate, which mirrors the way costs are actually
incurred.

Flex DID service was only offered in Ma=yland in response to the
co-carriers' initial preference for this service to meet their interim
number portability requirements. This co-carrier request was satisfied
by making the existing DID service in Maryland available to co-carriers.
No cost study was necessary to support this tariff change. Subsequent
to BA-Maryland tariffing the service, the co-carriers determined that
they would prefer a call forwarding-based solution. To date, no co
carrier has purchased the Flex DID option.

With respect to the proprietary cost data you requested, data on
the co-carrier call forwarding costs are currently on file, under
protective seal, in Maryland and Pennsylvania. We would also be willing
to make such data available to the Commission under non-disclosure type
agreement similar to the agreements we have with our state regulators.

Please call me if you have any questions.

cc: S. McMaster



SERVICES FOR. OTHER TELEPHONE COMPANIES
P.S.C. Md.-No. 216

~ell A~lan~ic • Maryland, Inc.

NUMBER PORTA.1HLITI- IN'l'ERIM

A. GENERAL

Seccion 7
Original Page 1

(N)

Number Por~abilicy-Incerim (NP-I) Service is a service provided by BA-Md. ~o

O~her Telephone Companies (OTC). It allows an end-user cuscomer of RA·Md. co
subscribe to local exchange service from an OTC and to retain the eelephone
number assigned by BA-Md. under the same terms and condicions as any BA-Md.
local exchange subscriber.

B. REGULATIONS

1. NP-I services and facilities will only be provided where cechnically
feasible, subject to the availabilicy of facilities, and from properly
equipped cencral offices. NP-I services and facilities are noe offered for
NIX codes 555, 915, 976, 950 or BA-Md. coin celephone service.

2. Np·I services are not available for end-user customer accouncs of BA-Md. if
payments from the end-user customer are 90 days or more in arrears unless
full payment is made or an agreement is reached in which the OTC agrees to
make full payment on behalf of ~he end-user customer.

3. When the exchange service offering(s) associated with NP-I services is (are)
provisioned using remote s~itch(es» NP-I service is only available from the
host ceneral office.

4. The OTe is responsible for all charges to NP-I numbers and for the final
cermination of the calls to its end-users.

S. Only customer-dialed, sene-paid calls will be forwarded to the OTC.

6. NP-I service will be provided with two call paths per number when ordered
with the flat race 0pclon.

NP-I service will be provided with che OTC-specified number of paths when
ordered with the measured use option. A maximum of 99 NP-I paths can be
ordered on the ~asured rate option so long as facilities exist and no
incerference or impairment of any ocher services offered by the Company
results. Additional paths, when ordered subsequent to the initial placement
of NP·I service, will incur a charge for installation and a service order
charge.

7. Np·l service is noc represented as suitable for satisfactory transmission of
data.

8. NP-! service may only be used to forward calls to an OTC number that is
associated with the same exchange as the BA-Md number.

9. NP·I service is only offered to OTCs which provide the equivalent of
NP-I service. (N)

Issued: January 29, 1996 Effeccive: February 28, 1996



SERVICES FOR O'l'HAR TET....EPHON! COMPANIES
P. S. C. Md. - No. 216

Sell A~lantic • M4ryland, Inc.

NUMlltt PORTABILITY-INTERIM

B. REGUlATIONS

Section 7
OrigitW. Page. 2

(N)

10. Refer:-al .service I. in which an aut.ollLs::ec. announcemen: 15 made advising the
caller chat the end-u,er being called has 4 ueY telephone number. is not
e,vailab1e on N'P. I service when I:he. end- user disconnec~ from ~he aTe.

11. Responsibili~ies of the OTe

a. The ore is solely respon:1ble 1:0 obtain au:horization from :he end-user
for ~he handling of ehe disconnec: of the end-user's service with BA-
Md.. :he provision of service by the OTC and for the provision of NP-I
services. Should 4 d~pute or discrepancy ari$~ regarding the &u~oriry

0: the OTC 1:0 Act on behalf of :he end-user customer. the OTe is
responsible for providing ~it~en evidenc. to BA-M~. of its authority to
do so. In che evene that ehe OTC 1s unable co provide such
authorization 1n a form sac1sfac~ory to eha !A-Md., BA-Md. may refuse Co
disconnect the ~nd-user's service 0:- establish NP-! service as reqU6stad
by ~he OTC. •

b. It is che sole r8s~onsibility of the OTC to ir~ure tha~ both the end
user c~~ome='s assigned talephone number and che NP·! numbe= are
forwa.rded ~o tha data bass for 911 emorgency sarvices in addition co the
addreS3 of che end-us@r c~~omer. 3A-Md. Aa~s no responsibility for
the accuracy of the 911 d&~ supplied by the OTC eo BA-~d.

12. Respor~1bl1i:ies of !A-Md.

BA-Md.·s 901e rcspon$1bility is to comply wiih the s.rvice ~equests it
receives from the OTC md eo provide NP-I in £ceordance with iez tariff.
In the event ~~at !A·Md. becomes a~are that a dispuca or discrepancy ~y

have occurred. the OTC may be required to provide vrit~en evidence of its
authority from the end-user before !A-Md. t8rmina~es the end-uaer'~ service
aDd establishes NP-I.

C. RATtS
Service Insullation Per

NP-I SeP'i.c~ Orar Chine Mon;h ~
Flat R.a~e

per number ( incluQ.e:s ~o paths) $6.00 $4.00 $1.98

Measured Rllt:e
per number . . 6.00 4.00 $1.00 UNMB.F
per m1nut::a or fract:ion thereof .001
addit::ional pat:h (subsaquent ~o ini:ia1 orde~ 6.00 4.00 UNMU (N)

Issued: January 29. 199& Effective; FebI'Uary 28, 1996
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BEFORE THE PUBUC
SERVICE COMMISSION OF MARYLAND

In the Matter of the Application of MFS )
In.tenet of Maryland, Inc. For )
Authority to Provide and Reaell Lo<:al )
Exchange and Intrastate Int&rexchange )
Telecommunications Servfces In Areas )
Served by C&P Telephone Company of )
Maryland; and For an Order establishing )
Policies and Requirements for the }
Interconnection of Competing Local )
Exchange Networks )

~ No. 8684-11

PETtTION FOR RECONSIOERATrON AND CLARIACAnON
ON BEHALF OF

BEL.L ATLANTIC· MARYLAND, INC·

Mark J. Mathis
OfCounaal

David K. Hall
MIch••• D. lowe
Randal S. Milch

Attorneys for Sell At2antic •
Marytand, Joe.

Datad: January 28. 19K



BEFORE THE PUBUC
SERV1CE COMMISSION OF MARYLAND

In the Matter of the ApplicatIon of MFS
lntelenet of Maryland, Inc. For
Authority to Provide and Resell Local
Exchange and Intrastate Interexchange
Tefecommunications Sef'vices in Areas
Served by C&P Telephone Co'mpany of
Maryland; and For an Order Establishing
Policies and Requirements for the
Interconnection of Competing Local
Exchange Networks

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Case No. 8584-11

PETITlON FOR RECONSIDERATJON AND Cl.ARIFICAnON
ON BEHAlf OF

SELL ATLANTIC· MARYLAND, INC.

Bell Atlantic· Maryland. In.c. (liSA-Maryland ") respectfully requests that

the Commission reconsider or clariff its Order No. 72348 ("Phase II Order) in three

respects. First, the Commission should reconsider and reverse its decision that the

interim unbundled loop pricing methodology - first proposed by Staff for the pricing of

unbundled business loops - is applicable to residence loops as well, Unless changed,

the Commission's decision wiU require SA-Maryland to provide AT&T and other

competitors authorized to provide residentIal service with unbundled loops far below

cost. Application of this method to residential loops. even on an interim basis, has no

support in the Phase II record, goes against years of Commission philosophy on the

pricing of services to competitors, and raises serious constitutional issues.
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The Commission should also reconsider its assertion of jurisdiction over

interstate local cans to the District of Columbia and Virginia. The Commission

requirement that ail calls originated or terminated in. Maryland must be delivered to

Points of Interconnection ("POlsj within the state improperty ousts the Public Service

Commission of the District of Columbia and the Virginia State Corporation Commission

from exercising their authority over these interstate locat calls. Moreover. the

Commission's decision will require SA-Maryland to inctJr significant additional expenses

- induding the potential construction of a new. and otherwise unnecessary, access

tandem in Maryland - if it is to follow existing, nationally recognized rules governing

access.

Finally, lhe Commission should clarify its decision on the pridng of BA·

Maryland's interim co-carrier call forwarding number portability se£'lice. The Phase U

Order dearly states that SA-Maryland should be permitted to recover its costs for this

service. yet requires the service to be priced on a cer nurr~r basis. when costs are

incurred according to the~ of the forwarding service. SA-Maryland win propose a

simple and equitabfe solution to this problem. and the Coo1mission should cJarify its

decision to permit 6A.Maryland's pricing alternative.

A. The Commiuion'alnterim Unbundled Loop Pricing Methodology
Can.Not bg~ for Unbundled Rtaldence l..22m!

The Order adopts an interim pricing methodology for unbundled loops and

ports in which the existing dis! tone line rate is split between loop and port in the same

proportion as the direct costs of those almponents. (Phase Il Order at 3S). While BA-



Maryland did not support this proposal as either a permanent or an interim pricing

structure, it is not objecting to its interim. short term use for unbundled business loops.

Although residential issues were not before it. the Commission also held that this same

interim method should be used to price unbundled micientialloops. ilii at 39-40).

There is no basis to use this methodology, even on an Interim basis. to price unbundled

loops used for competItive residential services and. in this respect, the Commission's

Order must be reconsidered.

The interim pricing method starts with the retail dial tone line rate. For

unbundled "business" [oops, ' this means apportioning a rate of $13.34 (in Rate Group

A.) and $15.76 (in Rate Group B). For unbundled "residentiar loops, however, the

starting point is the dial tone line rate of $6.11 (in Rate Group A). and $7.96 (in Rate

Group 8). Even if these rates were charged for just the unbundled loop instead of

apportioning this amount between the loop and the port. the Phase II Order would force

SA-Maryland to provide unbundled residential loops to its competitors at rates which

are far below cost For a number of reasons, this decision must be reversed.

First, the re~ord before the Commission is simply inade(luate for any

determination of the price of unbundled residaotfal loops. Commissioner Brogan made

=

In ruIitY. there i! no funmtii QbUl1QiQn oetwcen an ynbundled "'ouslneA" icop and an
unbundled~.!e~. merell. however, I c!!$inQtIon~ the ian¢' land niil¢. ttIA eMt, of
the ~hOttar average- lOOp uaed for buslnea and the lOngef lJVerage loop uucI tor l'8Sldenca. Onl;e the
loop ill unbundled from eA-Mar"Jllncf! !WItch. BA-Maryland nas no ebiiity to det8rmine wt\eth.,- th~ end
(J4er 18 in tad. II~ or resJdenti4t1 custort'lf;(. ~or !hIs reason, BA-Marytano's permanent unbundl8cl
lo¢p offering. which, pursuant to the Phase 1\ Onier. wlK beb~ on the~ of supply!n; tne unf:undled
looc. will not distlnguist\ between the type of servlca provided by tne co-carrier over the unbund)eci ioop.
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clear on a number of occasions that Phase II was not concemed with "residential

service'" and the issues raised by reG's and SSC Media Venture's petitions to provide

that service. (TL 964. 1492). In the absence of a fUlly developed record. therefore. the

Commission should refrain from imposing these interim rules for residential services.

Second, requiring BA·MalY1and to provide unbundled residentialloop$ to

its competitors at rates which are below CQ§t goes against long-standing Commission

policy to ensure that "resale of BA--Md's service lis] at rates that cover costs.- (Phase I

Order at 34). Indeed. applying the interim pricing method to residentiaJ loops is utterly

inconsistent with the Commission's Phase !I decision that the permanent unbundled

loOp rate should "cover long run incremental costs plus a contribution to BA-MD's joint

and common costs.'" (Phase II Order at 36). While the Commission cited some basis

for believing that the interim method will produce a rate that covers SA-MO's average

costs of supplying shorter unbundled business loops in the near term (Phase 11 Order at

39),l there is 00 eyjdeoc§ that BA~Maryland will cover its costs of supplying longer and

more costly unbundled residential ioops even if it can charge the entire dial tone line

rate for an unbundled residential loop instead of apportioning the rate between the loop

and the port. The Commission should not. adopt a pricing rule - even an interim rule -

that will require SA-Maryland to subsidize its competitors.

Z In fact. the interim rate wlJI not cever the COltS at provkllng an unouodted busineA looP. as
aelTlOnstrate:1 in tne cost study 8upporting the unbundled roop tari'tfwhic:h BA-Maryland filed in Nav«nber.
1995. That 5t1Jdy shows 1hat it C06ts more 10 provide an unbundled loop lf1an a dJa! tone One. This
pl'0Clem, t\oWeVQr, can be COCTeded in the near fUture when SA-Maryland tiles its triffor a permanent
unbundled lOOP rate.
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Finally. the Commission's decision to require BA-Marytand to provide

unbundled residential loops below cost raises significant questions of unconstitutional

confiscation. Although the Commission has broad tatitude to set rates. its discretion is

limited by the prohibitions on confiscating property withaut just compensation in both

the United States Constitution" and the Maryfand CAnstitution.· Applying the interim

methodology to unbundled residential loops would require SA-Maryland to provide its

competitors with ·services at rates less than the actual costs of such services, . . .

(which) wouLd amount to confiscation,- Public SeIYic..e Commissign v. The Northern

Central RR Co., 122 Md. 355 (1914). The Commission should avoid these

constitutional pitfalls and reverse its decision to apply the interim pricing method to

unbundled residential loops.

There is no pressing need for the Commission to adopt an interim rule for
,

the pricing of unbundled residential loops. The Commission has only recently

authorized one co-carrier, AT&T. to provide residential service, and AT&T has said that

it is not yet ready to provide this service. Moreover. in approving AT&rs application,

the Commission recogni4ed that it would have to address a number of issues -

specifically induding residential issues - in other procsedings before AT&T could begin

to provide service. The Commission should therefore reconsider its Phase /I Order and

, The T'aldngs C__ of thl Fifth Amendment 1Q the U.S. ConAtu1lon prohibltlJ the talcina of
"prMIte property ... for public use, wlthoutjU$t compensation.· The Takings oauae Is made applicable to
the states through the Fourteenth Amendment. Cllicago 8 & 0, BR. Co v. ChFagp 168 U. S. 22e. 239
(1897).

4 Art !II, § 40 of the Maryland Constitun,o al50 prohibits the taking of 'PrNatEl property, .. for
public use. without just compensation.....
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fully develop a record before deciding how unbundled residential loops should be

priced.

B. The Commiesion Improperly Asserted Jurisdiction Over The Co"
Carriers' Interstate Local Calla. and Its Requirement That SA·
Maryland Accept These Calls at a POI in Maryland Wilt Result in
Ynm:~es.aaryand EXMnslye Network; Rtcontigucatton

The co-carliers operating in the Maryland suburbs of Washington would

like to offer their customers the ability to make local calls across state lines into the

Washington and Virginia portions of the Washington Metropolitan Exchange Area

(WMEA). The co--carriers. however. have refused to seek approved arrangements in

the District and Virginia to meet their customers' needs. and have instead looked to this

Commission to relieve them of the mUltHurisdi~ional regulatory responsibilities that go

along with multl-jutisdictlonal setvice. The Phase II Order does just tn2t by requiring

SA-Maryland to unnecessarily and expensively alter its network.

The Commission's decision on interstate local calls improperly ousts the

D.C. and Virginia regulatocs from their legitimate oversight of the rates to be charged by

SA-DC and SA-Virginia for the terminatton" <:If co-carriers' caDs. First. the Commission's

Order requires that. for a/rlccaf traffic originating QL terminating in MaIyland. aU points of

interconnection (POls) must be located in Maryland.! Second, the Phase /I Order

provides that this Commission's local teliTlination rates will be applicable to all catfs

Order at 7'2.. TheCo~ NY ~8V& blllaVid thAt tl1I *nw !!!~~permlUea IffWM~
local ntnc (whether lnu.zate or IntWamte} to be delivered to POI In Maryland. ld.. 67. nu.1s nat !he
case. AMough BA-Meryjand 8t ona time employ1!d lOcaJ ~d toll tandems In the Wul'llngtOn .utlUltl8,
tn088 tandemS wer9 eilminatad In the 1980's and :he more efficient network arcnit8d1Jre using the 1I~&
tandem in ttle Ois1rlet 01 Columbia was put In place.
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tenninating at Maryland POls, regardless of their actual origin or destination. (Order at

72.) Thus, by Commission flat. ~I interstate local calls will have to be exchanged and

rated in Maryland, and the Commission has thereby elbowed aside its Washington and

Virginia counterparts.

The Commission's jurisdictional overreaching is obvious if one supposes

for a moment that the Virginia or D.C. Commission were to adopt the very same rules.

If the Virginia State Corporation Commission were to mandate that afllocal calls

originating in Virginia and destined for Maryland must be delivered to a POt in Virginia -

and that SA-VA must apply its approved local termination rate to these caUs - eittler

BA-Maryland or BANirginia would be forced to violate its Commission's pojicy. For

example, for a local call originating in Maryland and terminating in Virginia, the

Maryland rules would require that call to be terminated at a POI in Maryland, and for the

Maryland termination rate to apply. The Virginia ruJes, however, would require that

same call to be terminated at a POI in Virginia, and for the Virginia termination rate to

apply. The same problem would exist for a call originating in Virginia and tenninating in

Maryland. In either case, it would be impossible to comply with both rules. This

Commission simply cannot adopt a rule that would result in conflicting - and impossible

- implementation requirements if neighboring jurisdictions do ~o more than establish

the very same policy.i

t 60csute it would be IrJ1C)OISlble b BA-Mart1and to ccmpfy with the Commiaion's rule If every
jIJriscUcilon~ed it, the Commission's jurtadialcnaJ decbior1 may well place an ~Sl!Ilblla burden on
intamata commen::& which vidltes 1tle CDmmerce CIaU$e of ttle United States Coostttution. U.S. Ccnst
Art. I. § s.. .sea Am9rjcap I!l,!Qjng AssOl Inc ¥ SCbelm)[ 483 U.S. 2e6. 284 {19Sn.
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The Commission's decision also raises serious network reconfiguratlon

issues. In order to increase efficiency, SA-Maryland currently pennits co-carriers to

use combined trunk groups to deliver focal and toll traffic. Using a combined trunk

group, however, requires common local and toll points of interconnection, as da1ined in

the national Local Exchange Routing Guide (LERG) used by all interexchange carriers

and LEes to route their traffic. 7 If the Commission were to insist that SA-Maryland set

up a POt in sUburban Maryland to accept local calls destined for the District and

Virginia. one of two things would have to happen: either co-carriers will need to use

~Qamtc trunks - one to deliver local traffic to the Maryland suburban POt required by

the Phase II Order and the other to deliver toll traffic to the destination now pUblished in

the LERG and universally used by aU carriers - or 8A-Maryfand will have to establish a

new, otherwise unneeded mufti.million dollar access tandem in subuman Maryfand and

reroute all Maryland traffic to it. Building a· new access tandem would impose very

significant network expenses not only on SA-Maryland (for purchasing and deploying a

new switch) but also on all interexchange carriers and co..caniers now routing traffic to

the existing tandem in the District of Columbia (for deploying new trunldng facilities to

reroute calls).

The Commission's jurisdictional decision must be reconsidered to avoid

unnecessary conTflct with neighboring Commissions and costly network reconfiguration.

Thit Commisa4on ~nlzed tt'le value of malt'1tillning the Incegrity of me !..ERG - CPS woll as the
fact that 1here was Nuffident evidence berore It to "d."'a({el from the LERG for IocIII calls" - wnen it
refused to adopt MFS-l's proposed interconnection protocois. (Phese" Order at 7'3}. The CCrnmiasion's
decSion to abide ':;y the lERG should be followed for both io:te(state and !I!.IciState Ioc:aI caJ.ls.
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8A~aryland is willing to work with the cc-carriers and the Staff to reach an

accommodation that will provide the co-earriers with the multi-jurisdictionaJ eating they

desire while maintaining the integrity of the LERG and·existing network and tnlnking

efficiencies.' The Phase II Order meets none of these goals.

C. The Commission's Decision That BA.....rytand Must Offer Interim
Number Portability On A Per Number Basts I. Inconsistent WIth The
Commia8Jon's RUling That SA-MaryJand Must Be Permitted To
Recoyer Its ~o811 ptus Soma Contnbutlon FDC Tbi!a S800~

The Commission's decision on how to set the rate for SA-Maryland's co-

carrier call forwarding interim number portability service is intemaHy inct)nsistent. On

the one hand, the Commission directs tt1at the interim number portability servica be

priced to recover SA-Maryland's -direct. joint and common costs. - (Order at 50). At

the same time, however. the Commission adopts Staffs recommendation that the

service be priced on a ~per number per month~ basis. (lQJ

The inconsistency arises from the fact that BA-Maryland'$~ for co-

carrier call forwarding are incurred on a~ basis, not on a per number basis. t

There is l1Q evidence in the record contradicting BAooMaryiand's proof on fhis point and

As I %elTJQQl'ilY ac:omrnocsatloo to MFS~. aA-Meryland agr.td 10 ICC8Pt~rylaog
local callI only it II "vir1ual PO'- located in a suburban 3A-Watyland end otftce. Thoce cata were
traNlpor18d by eA~M.rylanCland~ tc the exlIQng la:eas tlndem In 1heO~ By~ me
tratftc acx:apted at tf1is "virtual ~Ol· to lntraetate calIS. however, the ,Iuriad1don81 and net.wcrf<
recom'Iguraticn Issues are avoided. BA-Maryland is wUling to c:3nt'inue to use th~ virtual POI for intrastate
loc::al calls until a pel'lT18nent solution to this Issue can be readted.

• Tr. 12~5 (Ewert).
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Staff's suggestion that per number pricing will match and cover SA-Maryland's costs

had absolutely no foundation tn the record.'o

BA..Maryland will attempt to meet the Commission's conflicting commands

to recover costs yet to price on a per number basis in its compliance filing by offering

eo<amers a choice. Co--caniers can purchase interim number portability on a flat,

monthly per number basis which indudes two voice paths." Alternatively, the co-

carrier can choose the option of paying a much smaller monthly per line charge to cover

SA-Maryland's non..traffic sensitive costs, and a very small per minute rate

(approximately $0.001 per minute ofpo~ call) to cover SA-Matyfand's usage

sensitive costs.

BA-Maryiand's alternative pricing structure complies with the

Commission's direction that BA-Maryland recover its costs (induding joint and common

costs) and anows co-alrriers to buy only the portability capacity that they need to meet

l~ Indeed, StaWa aaenfonI tnat 3 forwitded caD $nQfr dlS8ppeart from~'I netMork
(Staff lnit 8r. at 501 and thet thete is no coat aascxisted with forwarding multfp(e. aJmWtaneoua taHl acJ
;:aery flO Citation to the record -l)ec;ause there is no evidence blIelcing up StBfl"" claims.

I' Including two voCe paths in tne per number optton wiD permit the ported number to receive twc
sUnumeous portI!d caJle. With this capabilitY. co-arrters will be aCle to offerv«tic:alIlttV;ce•• sucl'l as
call W8it2ng, to ltleir qle-line munber ported CU$comers juat as they can offer these vertfC31 services to
~ir "itt9-le-l1ne~ CU$Qmers.
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their customers' requirements. SA-Maryland respectfully suggests that the

Commission clarify its Order to permit BA-M?1Yland to offer this priOng attemative.

Respectfully submitted,

Mark J. Mathis
Of Counsel

Dated: January 26, 1996
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Michael O. Lowe
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Petition for Reconsideration and

Clarfficatlon of Bell Atlantic - Maryland. Inc. was served on All Parties in this case on

this 26th day of January, 1996, by hand-deftvery or by overnight mail.

David K. Hall


